Introduction
For many decades, researchers, policy pundits and other stakeholders alike have had, and still continue to contend with the mind-boggling questions that center on: what causes income differentials between the rich and the poor? What explains the nature of unequal societies in terms of outcomes and opportunities? Why are the rich countries continue getting richer and the poor countries also getting poorer? Does inequality concernideologically-inclined or locational specific in nature? How do we measure inequality? These and many more questions continue to trail the phenomenon of inequality in the empirical literature.While many factors such as: level of economic development (Kuznets, 1955; Alderson and Nielsen, 2002; Dincer and Gunalp, 2012) , demographic variables (Deaton and Paxson, 1997; Liu and Lawell, 2015) , human capital development (Crenshaw and Ameen, 1994; Barro, 2000; Dabla-Norris et al., 2015) , natural resources (Buccellatto and Alessandrini, 2009; Mallaye et al., 2014) , size of government (Odedokun and Round, 2004; Anyanwu, 2011; Claus et al., 2012) , globalization (Stolper and Samuelson, 1941; IMF, 2007; Sturm and De Haan, 2015) , among others, have been offered as proximate causes, on the one hand, there are still some other salient factors whose impacts have, either been taken for granted, or inadvertently omitted in the empirical literature but deserve to be accordeddue consideration, on the other hand. Onesuch factor is the role of ethnic diversity which has been grossly undermined, or at best, given scanty research attention. Ethnic diversity was not accorded any formal recognition until seminal contribution of Easterly and Levine (1997) . Thus, underrating the supposed ramifying impacts of ethnic diversity can be costly as it has been documented to have widespread implications for socioeconomic and political outcomes. Some of the associated, documented impacts include:causing political instability and conflict (Easterly 2001; Buhaug, 2006) ; leading to low provision of public goods (Miguel and Gugerty 2005; Kimenyi, 2006) ; engendering high inequality (Barr and Oduro 2002; Milanovic, 2003) ; and more importantly, it has been held responsible for Africa's low economic growth (Easterly and Levine 1997; Posner 2004a) . Hence, it is not surprising that the centrality of the phenomenon on the continent has been aptly summarized in the words of Meles Zenawi (the former Ethiopian Prime Minister) as follows:
"-----ethnic, religious and other sources of diversity are the hallmarks of African societies and rent seeking in our economies is not a more or less important phenomenon as would be the case in most economies. It is the centerpiece of our economies"
Following the above quotation, it is doubtless that ethnic heterogeneity 2 has a profound impact on the African continent. Specifically, it has been argued to limit the tendency to redistribute income (See, Glaeser, 2005) . The assertion has been further buttressed by Alesina and Glaeser (2004) who averred that individuals who belong to one ethnic group are less willing to support redistribution helping other ethnic groups. This is particularly so, as members of different ethnic groups simply view one another as direct competitors for scarce economic resources (Bobo and Kluegel, 1993; Bobo and Hutchings, 1996) . Alesina and Ferrara's (2005) hypothesis also stressed that the members of the non-majority ethnic groups tend to derive positive utility from interacting with the members of the same ethnic group and negative utility from interacting with the members of the majority ethnic group. Going forward, other forms of diversity like language, race and religion have equally been documented to exacerbating inequality problems as recent research have suggested. Desmet et al.(2012) have attributedcross-country differences in income redistribution to ethnolinguistic and religious fractionalization. According to Becker (1957) , individuals tend to have stronger feelings of empathy toward their own group. This implicatively suggests countries with strong fractionalization often exhibit lower levels of redistribution.
In another strand of literature, Acemoglu (2003) have specially crafted roles for geography and institutions as fundamental causes of differences in prosperity between countries. While the import of the former has been floored on the ground of not necessarily suggesting causation in spite of its higher correlational value with country's prosperity on the one hand, the latter factoris considered as having a critical causal relation with country's prosperity on the other hand.This, he defended by arguing that having good institutions encourage investment in machinery, human capital, and better technologies, whichcould consequently launch countries on the trajectory of prosperity. As a consequence, sound institutions that
give legal protection to minorities, guarantee freedom from expropriation, grant freedom from repudiation of contracts, and facilitate cooperation for public services might possibly constrain the amount of damage that one ethnic group 3 ordiversity of any form could do to another. In this light, institutions offer an environment that helps facilitate effective interaction between ethno-lingustic and religious fractionalization and inequality if well structured. It is startling, however, to note that whilestudies still exist in the empirical literature on the ethnic diversity-inequality linkage, on the one hand (Milanovic, 2003; Glaeser, 2005; and Dincer and Lambert, 2006) , the moderating role of a sound institutional framework on its identified adverse consequences has hardly been given the priorityit deserves on the other hand. To this end, the pertinent questions then iii) The sub-region is also largely characterized by dysfunctional institutions (Ajide and Raheem, 2016) . This has largely manifested on the negative values of each component of institutional index at least for the region as noted in World Governance Indicators' Database.
In the light of the above apparent policy syndrome of inequality and the established role of institutions in reducing poverty, income inequality and ethnic inequality, it is policy relevant to complement existing literature by assessing how institutions modulate the effect ethnic diversity on inequality. The position of the study departs from recent literature on inclusive development which has focused on inter alia: wage inequality and employment protection (Perugini and Pompei, 2016) ; views on sustainable and inclusive development in emerging markets (Stiglitz, 2016) ; optimal redistribution and economic inequality via taxation (Yunker, 2016) ; gender equality (Baliamoune-Lutz and McGillivray, 2009; Anyanwu, 2013a; Elu and Loubert, 2013; Baliamoune-Lutz, 2007; Anyanwu, 2014a) , the redistributive effect of regulation in developing nations (Atsu and Adams, 2015) ; rural-urban inequality (Baliamoune-Lutz and Lutz, 2005) , poverty nexuses (Anyanwu, 2013b (Anyanwu, , 2014b , relationships between finance, poverty, employment and economic growth (Odhiambo, 2009 (Odhiambo, , 2011 , nexuses between human development, information technology and inclusive development (Gosavi, 2017; Minkoua Nzie et al., 2017; Asongu and Nwachukwu, 2018) and the relevance of finance in poverty mitigation (Odhiambo, 2010a (Odhiambo, , 2010b (Odhiambo, , 2013 .
Apart from the introductory section in one, the remaining sections are structured as follows.
Section 2 covers stylized facts on ethnic diversity and inequality, while Section 3 discusses the relevant literature. The data and methodology are presented in Section 4. The results are disclosed and discussed in Section 5 while Section 6 concludes with implications and future research directions.
Conceptual Relationship Between Ethnic Diversity and Inequality
This section focuses on the interrelationships in ethnic diversity-inequality and institutional infrastructurediscourse for ease of appreciation of the conceptual linkages underlying the trio.
It also discusses the key indices of ethnic diversity as well as the measure of inequality (Gini coefficients) of countries within the SSA region.
Conceptual Framework for analyzing linkages between Ethnic Diversity, Inequality and Institutions
The flowchart below ( Figure 1 ) depicts conceptual linkages underpining ethnic diversityinequality and institutional frameworkrelationships in a typical economic system. From the chart, it can be discerned that various factors seemed to affect inequality but in somewhat varying degrees. These factors include: demographic factors (e.g. like urbanization share of children in the population, share of elderly in the population, education levels, education inequality etc); macroeconomic factors (inflation, unemployment, financial development, foreign investments etc); environmental factors (natural resources); cultural and political factors (ethnic diversity, racial diversity, language and religious diversity) as well as omnibus factors (those of other factors outside the earlier mentioned ones). As indicated by solid and broken lines, while the impact of the former can directlyimpact on inequality on the one hand, the effect of the latter can be transmitted indirectlyvia institutions thus justifying the useful role of institutions as a modulator in the set-up, on the other hand.
Of a particular concern however, is the impact of ethnic diversity-a byproduct of cultural and political factors-on inequality. type of concern underpin the use of an estimator like a system GMM estimator that is specifically designed to addressing any simultaneity biases and endogeneity issues that are known to characterize the ordinary least squares (OLS) method. Institutions -rule of law, enforcement of property right, regulatory quality etc. Source: Graphed with underlying data from World Development Indicator (WDI, 2016).
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Literature Review
This section undertakes a brief survey of the previously conducted empirical studies on ethnic diversity and inequality across different regions so as to provide compelling context for subsequent empirical analysis.
A Brief Empirical Exposition
Undeniably, a large body of empirical research has probed into causal linkages between ethnic diversity and its associated inequalities within the space of socio-economic and political spheres of an economy.Prior to documenting some of these empirical counts with respect to ethnic divert-inequality relations, attempt will be made to x-ray the groundwork for the theoretical arguments into the issue. Gary Becker (1957) was one of the pioneer researchers who laid out the argument concerning ethnic diversity and inequality around racial prejudice and discrimination. According to him, if a person has a "taste for discrimination" he must act as if he were willing to forfeit income in order to be associated with some persons or groups instead of others. As a means of validating Becker's analysis, a substantial body of empirical research has trailed the theoretical conjectures of racial prejudice in a wide variety of contexts.Such studies like La Ferrara (2000, 2002) , Alesina and Glaeser (2004) , and Luttmer (2001) have lent credence to the arguments. Using a model of group participation, Alesina and La Ferrara (2000) found that the members of nonmajority group derive positive utility from interacting with the members of the same group and negative utility from interactions with members of the majority group. A similar conclusion was reached by the same authors when they submitted that the level of trust seemed higher in racially homogeneous communities (see, Alesina & La Ferrara, 2002) .
We commerce an overview of the empirical literature with Dincer and Lambert (2006) In light of the brief expositions, it is apparent that the particular literature that crafts a role for institutions in ethnic diversity-inequality relation is still at its infancy. It is in recognition of this fact that the present study draws its strength.
Methodolgy, Empirical Modelling and Data
Methodology
The paper employs a panel data analysis since it allows for the control of variables that are unobservable as well as immensurable. Basically, the panel OLS, fixed effects (FE) and system generalized method of moments (GMM) estimation methods are adopted in this study.
The panel OLS combines the subscript of time series (t) and cross-sectional unit (i) to accommodate the properties of both time series and cross-section data. This is summarily given as:
The cross-section dimension such as country is represented by i subscript and the time series dimension denoted by t subscript. More so,  is a scalar;  is a row vector 1 
where it u is the unobservable individual specific effect accounting for any individual-specific effect that is not included in the regression; and t i,  is idiosyncratic disturbance varying with individuals and time (Baltagi, 2008) . Using the fixed effects method, all country (i) and time (t) (endogeneity assumption). In addition, we assume the unobserved effects vary between countries (i.e. heterogeneous) rather than a random term that assumesusage ofthe random effects technique. We further used the cross section weights (a feasible Generalized Least Squares (GLS) specification assuming the presence of crosssection heteroskedasticity) to correct for cross-section heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation of idiosyncratic disturbance. The reason for employing the cross section weights is to ensure that the fixed estimator is efficient and consistent for our analyses as used by earlier studies such as Hammoris and Kai (2004) ; Guordon, Maystre and Melo (2006); and Heinrich (2009) .
The Hausman test resultisalso computed to confirm the efficiency of the fixed effects estimator.
We further applied the system GMM method to establish the relationship among our variables based on five motivational reasons in its use as documented in Asongu and De Moor (2017) . Thesereasons are: (a) The estimation process is a good fit for addressing the issue of high persistence in the dependent variable. The result of correlation coefficient of income inequality and its lagged of one value is 0.956 which supersedes the value of the rule of thumb threshold (0.800) (Tchamyou, 2019a) 
. (b) The process is good for a study that has lower number of years per country (T) than the number of countries (N), thus, our T(20) < N(26). (c) It is capable of controlling for potential endogeneity in all regressors. (d) The
approach does not eliminate cross-country variation (e) Based on the fourth merit, Bond, Hoeffler and Tample (2001) suggested the system GMM estimator by Arellano and Bover(1995) and Blundell and Bond (1998) as a better fit compared to the difference estimator by Arellano and Bond (1991) . The requirements for adopting the approach is based on the first-two reasons (Tchamyou & Asongu, 2017) while the last three stressed the associated merits for its adoption (Tchamyou, 2019b) .
The study used the forward orthogonal deviations instead of first differences adopted by Roodman (2009a,b) which is an extension of Arellano and Bover (1995) . According to Love andZicchino (2006) and Baltagi (2008) , the estimation method can control for cross-country dependence and check over identification and control the proliferation of instruments. The two-step approach is employed in the specification since it controls for heteroskedasticity as against the one-step that is consistent with homoskedasticity. Equations (3) and (4) The estimated coefficients should be interpreted as conditional marginal impacts for them to make economic sense (Asongu and Nwachukwu, 2016c) .
We further conducted some post-estimation diagnostic tests to establish the consistency of the system GMM coefficients. The presence of second-order serial correlation is confirmed based on the value of AR (2) which denotes the absence of autocorrelation in the error terms should not be rejected. If the probability value is not rejected, therefore, the problem of second-order autocorrelation exists.Furthermore, the null hypotheses of the Sargan and Hansen overidentification restriction test should not also be rejected, implying that the instruments are valid that is that are not correlated with the error terms. Summary, the Sargan (Hansen) overidentification restriction tests implies not robust but not weakened by instruments (is robust but weakened by instruments). We address this conflict by prioritizing the Hansen test and ensuring that the number of instruments in each specification is less than the corresponding number of countries in order to avoid instrument proliferation.The jointly validity of our estimated parameters was confirmed from the statistical value of Fisher test.
Empirical Modeling
The empirical model for estimating the causal linkage between ethnic diversity and inequality together with interaction terms duly aligns with other previously conducted studieson modulating policy syndromes with policy variables to achieve favorable macroeconomic outcomes Nwachukwu, 2016b, 2017b; . The model specification is stated as follows:
In a more explicit form, the above equation (1) can be rewritten as thus:
where Inequal represents a surrogate forinequalityis captured bythe Gini coefficient, EthnDiv stands for the measures of ethnic diversity which in this case are two,namely language and religious diversity,Inst denotes institutional index and the variable comprises of six indices, which are Control of Corruption, Voice and Accountability,Rule of Law, Government Effectiveness, Regulatory Quality and Political Stability. Thisis one of the most carefully constructed indicators. The indices ranged from -2.5 (beingthe weakest) to 2.5 (being the strongest), while the percentile ranking ranged from 0(weakest) to 100(strongest). i is country, t is time and  is the error or disturbance term with expected mean zero and constant variance. In addition, the error term isboth identically and independently distributed.
EthnicDiv×Inst constitutes the interactive term between ethnic diversity and institution and
Controlvar is an omnibus variable for a set of control variables capable of influencing inequality. These are carefully selected variables in the inequality literature(see Asongu&Asongu, 2018; Asongu & Odhiambo, 2018) . The variables include gross domestic product per capita (GDPPC), literacy rates (LITR), globalization (GLOB), urbanization rates (URB), financial development (FDEV), inflation (INF), labour force participation rates (LFC) and political regime types (POLITY_IV) respectively.
In terms of a priori expectations, irrespective of ethnic diversity measures (whether linguistic or religious as the case may be) used, a positive relationship is hypothesized between ethnic diversity and inequality. By implication, the higher the ethnic diversity, the higher the incidence of inequality. Many studies (e.g. like Alesina & Glaeser, 2004; Dincer & Lambert, 2006; have offered empirical support to this. A reverse outcome is expected between institutions and inequality. That is, an inverse relationship is posited in the sense that a sound institutional framework is expected to mitigate the impacts of inequality.
Conversely, a bad institutional infrastructure may help deepen the effects of inequality on the economy. The interactive term is also expected to be inversely correlated with a measure of inequality. Thus, an ethnically fractionalized country that is being adorned with sound institutions would help minimize the effects of inequality and vice versa. This explains why a developed country like the US has a comparatively high level of income inequality, though having a high racial and religious heterogeneous society.
Apart from the core variables of interest, the control variables also have some theoretical relationships with inequality. For instance, the relationship between per capita GDP and income inequality is conjectured to be ambiguous according to the Simon Kuznets hypothesis. This is confirmed to be true given the level and stage of development of the country concerned. According to Kuznets, a country's level of income inequality is affected by the state of economic development. That is, as an economy develops, market forces first increase then decrease the overall economic inequality. Hence, the existence of an inverted U-shaped relationship between income inequality and economic growth. In terms of educational variables, literacy rates arealso assumed to have a negative causal relationship with ethnic diversity. This can be explained to mean that increased literacy rates tend to narrow down the extent of ethnic diversity. A reduced level of literacy might end up widening inequality.The effect of globalization forces on inequality can be said to be ambiguous. On the one hand, the level of integration of a country can help lift people of that country from poverty due to exposure to state-of-the-art technology, thus reducing inequality; it can also be argued, on the other hand, that globalization may end up enriching the few privileged individuals thereby widening the gap between them and the poor. The degree of urbanization is hypothesized to bear a negative relationship with inequality. The higher the urbanization rate, the lower the level of inequality. The more a country's financial system deepens, the better the financial services become, with the overall consequence being reduction in inequality. Thus, a negative causal relationship is envisaged.Macroeconomic stability (surrogated by inflation rates) equally goes along way in determining the level of inequality in an economy. Inequality worsens in an environment that ismacroeconomically unstable. In this case, a positive relationship is posited. The variable of labour force participation is expected to have a negative correlation with inequality. Hence, the higher the labour force participation rates, the lower the inequality level and vice versa. Lastly, the type of political regime is another determinant of inequality in the empirical literature. If a democratic system of governance prevails,reduced inequality is expected to manifest, while a reverse condition will be envisaged in case of an autocratic governance type. Hence, the use of polity IV (that is the difference between the two regimes) and the coefficient is assumed to be negative under an autocratic system while it becomes positive for a democratic rule.
Data Source
The data spanning from 1996 to 2015 were obtained from the following sources: Easterly and Levine (1997) (2016) Democratic rule PRTY_1 The political regime of democratic rules ranging from 0 to +10 Polity IV (2015) Autocratic rule PRTY_2 The political regime of autocratic rules which ranges between -1 to -10 Polity IV (2015)
Empirical Result and Discussion
Analysis ofPreliminary Statistics
The descriptive statistics of the panel datasets is presented in Table 3 (A-B) 2.3423 9.0000 -9.0000 5.0860
Number of observation is 520. STD. DEV. is standard deviation.
The correlation coefficients of the relationship between the measures of ethnic diversities (linguistic, religion and ethnic), institutions, other covariates and income inequality are presented in Table 4 . Themeasures of linguistic and ethnic diversities are found to be negatively correlated with income inequality while religious diversity has a contrary sign. Of the diversity measures, religion has the highest correlation coefficient followed by ethnic diversity and linguistic diversity. INEQUAL  LAN  REL  ETHN  INST LAN×INST REL×INST ETHN×INST GDPPC GDPPC_SQD LITR  GLOB  URB  FDEV  INF Notes: INEQUAL is income inequality, LAN is linguistic diversity, REL is religious diversity, ETHN is ethnic diversity, INST is institutional quality,LAN×INST is interaction between linguistic diversity and institutional quality, REL×INST is the interaction between religious diversity and institutional quality, ETHN×INST is the interaction between ethnic diversity and institutional quality, GDPPC is gross domestic product per capita, GDPPC_SQD is gross domestic product per capita squared, LITR is literacy rates, GLOB is globalization, URB is urbanization rates, FDEV is financial development, INF is inflation rate, LFC is labour force participation rates and POLITY_IV is political regime types.
Empirical Estimates of the Panel Regression Models
The discussion of empirical results for income inequality is presented in Tables 5 and 6 . Table 5 Notes:Standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses; *, ** & *** indicate 10%, 5% and 1% significance level respectively.INEQUAL is income inequality, LAN is linguistic diversity, REL is religious diversity, ETHN is ethnic diversity, INST is institutional quality, LAN×INST is interaction between linguistic diversity and institutional quality, REL×INST is the interaction between religious diversity and institutional quality, ETHN×INST is the interaction between ethnic diversity and institutional quality, GDPPC is gross domestic product per capita, GDPPC_SQD is gross domestic product per capita squared, LITR is literacy rates, GLOB is globalization, URB is urbanization rates, FDEV is financial development, INF is inflation rate, LFC is labour force participation rates and POLITY_IV is political regime types. (a)-one-way fixed effect (b)-adjusted R 2 (within). The significance of estimated parameters,F-statistics and Hausman test. na implies not applicable due to the insignificance of marginal effects. level. That is, the impact of religious diversity on inequality appears to be more acute as compared to others. Thus, the result has lent credence to the fact that ethnolinguistic and religious diversity had severeimplications for causing income inequality in the region.This is plausibly logical as people who speak the same language, belong to the same ethnic and religion sects tend to discriminate against those who do not belong to them both in terms of employment allocation and job placements. It is startling also to note that interacting each of the diversity measures does not change the status quo either. For instance, with the inclusion of interaction terms in columns 4, 5 and 6, we equally observe that a one standard deviationincrease in language, religion and ethnic diversity increases income disparity by 0.0027, 0.0087 and 0.058 respectively. This simply confirms the level of institutional decadence confronting the region.The results further reveal that the effects of ethnolinguistic and religion fractionalization refuse to disappear even when interactive terms ofthe variables with institutions are controlled for.The coefficients on religious and ethnic diversities indicate the severity of inequality generated seemed more damaging than that of language diversity.
Baseline Pooled and Fixed Effects Regressions 8
Empirical Discussion of the System GMM Results
The coefficient on institutional quality indicates that institution is directly related to income inequality implying that the institutional framework in this region is not good enough to lessen the inequality brought by ethnolingustic and religious diversities. All together, this result appears counterintuitive as institutions are expected to play a mitigating role than acting contrariwisely. For other covariates, to start with, the importance of inequality persistence is well stressed across the models except for the last column in Table 6 under ethnic. By implication, the previous experience in income disparity remains a formidable driving force for the current income inequality episode. In fact, a one standard deviation increase in linguistic, religion and ethnic increases income inequality by well over 100 percent as suggested by their coefficients. This broadly reflects in their levels of statistical significance across the models.
Constant
Further, the parameter estimates of GDP per capita reveal a positive and direct connection between income levels and inequality in the region. This suggests that wide disparity indeed exists between the rich and the poor. It is also important to state that Kuznets hypothesis remains valid across the models. The coefficient on urbanization rate has a negative effect on income inequality in the region thus authenticating the assertion of the influx of people from rural to urban centres. This is not unexpected as there are wide gaps between the rural and urban dwellers. It is worth noting that the statistical relevance between urbanization rate and income inequality flunctuates are particularly noticeable given the 1% statistical level.
Financial development, globalization index and labour force participation rate are negatively associated to inequality but they are found to be insignificant at their conventional levels.
This implies that better financial services, high force participation rates and the level of countries' integration into the global world tend to lower inequality level but exerting no significant influence. On average, the rate of literacy is unable to narrow inequality gap while macroeconomic instability is able to marginally close the gap. Their coefficient values are not statistically significant. The parameter estimates of polity IV values depict prevalence of democratic system in the region. The levels of statistical insignificance on the coefficients of polity IV further authenticates nascent nature of the continent's democratic dispensation, and thus making it difficult reducing the level of income inequality confronting the region. This is not surprising as African democratic structures are riddled with corruption and other allied corrupt practices
Our main findings, however, emerge from the bottom part of Table 6 in the row named "Net 
Concluding Implication and Future Research Direction
Studies on the causes of income differences between the rich and the poor have received an extensive attention in the inequality empirics. While ethnic diversity has also been identified as one of the fundamental causes of income inequality, the role of institutionsas a mediating factor in the ethnicity-inequality nexus has not received the scholarly attention it deserves.
Accordingly, it is of policy relevance to assess how a policy variable (i.e. institutional quality) can be employed to modulate the effect of ethnicity on inequality. This study complements the existing literature by investigating the extent to which institutional framework corrects the noisy influence originating from the nexus between"ethnic diversity"
and inequality in twenty-six SSA countries for the period 1996-2015.The empirical evidence is based on pooled OLS, fixed effects and system GMM estimation techniques.
The study discovered that the direct influences of linguistic, religious and ethnic diversityon inequality are inevitable in the region. Religion and ethnic diversity were found to be statistically significant at their conventional levels. The findings also revealed that the indirect influence fail to attenuate the level of income disparity within an interactive regression framework. By implication, the adverse effects of the three components ofdiversity remain intact when institution index and its interaction with diversity measures are added. Two main policy implications can be inferred from the findings: (a) the institutional infrastructures in the region have not been able to solve inequality problems orchestrated by ethnic diversity. Therefore, there is need for the region to restructure the institutional settings to tackle the byproducts of ethnic differences that are politically Future studies can use alternative measures of the variables of interest (i.e. institutional quality, inequality and ethnic diversity) to assess whether the established findings withstand further empirical scrutiny. Moreover, comparative studies within an intercontinental framework would provide lessons from best performers to their least-performing counterparts.
Country-specific studies are also worthwhile for more targeted policy implications.
